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2030 Managed Lanes 2030 Managed Lanes Rail
Reversible Option with the Kamokila - Airport - Dillingham
Reversible Option zipper lane reinstated King with a Waikiki branch
Forecast [ Volume/ Forecast | Volume/ Forecast [ Volume/
Level Level Level
Volume | Capacity of Volume Capacity of Volume Capacity of

Servic
SCREENLINE/FACILITY {vph) Ratio Service {vph) Ratio Service {vph) Ratio e
Kalauao Stream Koko Head
bound
H-1 Fwy 18,419 1.94 F 16,235 1.71 F 17,414 1.83 F
H-1 Fwy (HOV)1 2,769 1.46 F 2,769 1.46 F 2,701 1.42 F
H-1 Fwy (Zipper) 1 NA NA NA 2,154 113 F 2,154 1.13 F
Moanalua Rd 966 057 A 966 057 A 756 0.44 A
Kamehameha Hwy 3,121 0.9 E 3,121 0.9 E 2,923 0.85 D
Managed Lane 3,457 0.79 C2 3,457 0.79 C2 NA NA NA
Total General Purpose
Traffic 22,507 1.39 F 20322 1.39 F 21,093 1.31
Total HOV Traffic 2,769 1.46 F 4923 1.46 F 4,855 1.28 F
Total Managed Lane Traffic 3,457 0.79 C2 3,457 0.79 C2 NA NA  NA
Total All Traffic 28733 28702 25948
The grayed cells are the only ones changed from the Alternatives Analysis, Table 3-12.
The Total All Traffic was not provided in the original. Others may wish to check our addition.
Changes made were to reinstate the zipper lane using vehicle data from the fully built out rail option.
Then reduce the H-1 Fwy forecast by a like amount. Other changes are merely recalculation of totals.

The congestion mitigation effects of these additional lanes to the seven-lane H-1 freeway are too
obvious for the effect not to have been noticed during the Alternatives Analysis process.

b) Excessive Managed Lane Alternative capital costs

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the Managed Lane
Alternative with the result that, if correct, it would result in it having twice the cost per lane-mile
of any highway ever built in the U.S.

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City also added unnecessary costs to the project by only using a 16-
mile facility while not testing the viability of shorter 10 to 12-mile versions.

The City’s projected cost of $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars for the Managed Lane Alternative was
excessive. It was twice as expensive as the H-3 freeway per lane mile, almost as much per mile as
the rail transit line, and seven times as much as the Tampa Expressway, a similar but even larger
facility. And the City made it 50 percent longer than necessary. Further, the normal due diligence
expected for a project of this magnitude was not undertaken.

Had the Managed Lane Alternative been projected at 11 miles long and priced to be the same as
H-3 per lane mile (allowing for inflation), the projected cost would have been only $915 million
(still twice as much as the Tampa Expressway). Of this amount half could have been paid for with
toll revenue bonds and the other half with less than three years of the 2 percent GE tax revenues
(assuming the unlikely scenario of Senator Inouye being unable to obtain any federal funds).
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The EZWay plan extends the transit service requirement of rail by providing a wider
coverage, combines strong elements of managed lanes without the use of tolls, and takes
advantage of the extensive experience of running bus public transit on Oahu and the
Regional BRT plan of 2001-2003. The basic elements of the plan are outlined below and
discussed in brief.

The EZWay consists of:

1. three elevated reversible lanes from the H-1/H-2 merge to Iwilei, with a priority

BRT from downtown to the UH,

2. express buses having exclusive use of freeway shoulders in order to travel at near

free flow speeds from/to the EZWay,

3. a downtown underpass for efficient downtown traffic distribution, and

a new Auahi Street transit center for west Oahu bus passenger distribution to
Kakaako, Ala Moana and Waikiki.

(1) The EZWay structure is a fully managed expressway facility that can be described as three

2

3

reversible elevated zipper lanes starting at the H-1/H-2 merge and terminating at Pier 16
with off-ramps at Aloha Stadium/Pearl Harbor, Lagoon Drive and Waiakamilo Street. The
right lane is an exclusive bus lane throughout the length of the facility. At Iwilei, one
clevated lane goes to Hotel St. to connect with King/Beretania BRT (University spur BRT).
University BRT runs on priority lanes and with priority signaling along King and Beretania
Streets.

The EZWay will open with a minimum occupancy requirement of three people per vehicle.
This requirement may be increased in the future to avoid congestion. No tolls will be
collected. Automated steep fines applied to low occupancy violators. No trucks allowed at
any time. Open to all emergency vehicles at all times. Open to green vehicles with greater
than 35 mpg EPA highway fuel consumption. This threshold is also subject to change in
order to maintain at least 50 mph speeds in peak periods. Therefore, usage on the EZWay is
controlled macroscopically, by occupancy and fuel efficiency requirement, rather than
microscopically by electronically incrementing tolls.

Kapolei and Ewa Beach Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) connectors to Waipahu: Hybrid or fuel
cell buses will be allowed to use shoulders on on-ramps and a few elevated passages or
priority lanes at intersections (queue jumpers) which allow them to get by chronically
congested spots. Includes a Waipahu (Farrington Hwy ) on-ramp to/from the EZWay.

Express buses from Waianae and Makakilo may use upgraded H-1 freeway shoulders to get
to the EZWay quicker. The same priority treatment applies to express buses from Mililani
and Wahiawa.

Ala Moana Blvd. Downtown Underpass (mini-tunnel) starting east of River Street and
ending both at Alakea Street and Halekauwila Street. Same tunnel reverses in the PM period
from Halekauwila Street and Bishop Street to Nimitz Hwy. contraflow lane onto the elevated
zipper lanes. The underpass may continue to large new parking lot(s) east of Punchbowl
Street. As a result, a large portion of vehicular traffic may "disappear” from downtown by
going from the EZWay, through the mini-tunnel directly into a parking structure, one block
cast of Punchbowl Street.
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(4) New Ward Centers bus terminal on Auahi Street. Express buses that arrive from the EZWay
stop at this terminal and either return to origin, or continue as regular bus to Ala Moana

Center. Contracted tour buses may be deployed at this terminal for direct worker distribution
to Waikiki hotels.
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Appendix A
Ours and the City’s projected costs for the Managed Lanes Alternative versus the
Tampa Expressway and the H-3 Freeway — in millions of dollars.

Tampa Expressway
Cost index
2001 144.8 $320.0 original cost
2006 221.3 $489.1 inflated using construction cost index
+32% $645.6 to allow for Florida/Hawaii cost change
length 14.0 Miles
$46.1  Cost per mile
Lanes 24
$19.2 Cost per lane/mile based on 2 lanes

H-3 Freeway

Year CostIndex  Real cost
1991 107.5 $1,300 Original Cost
2006 221.3 $2,676  Allowing for Construction inflation

Length 16.1  Miles

$166 Cost per mile
Lanes 4
$42  Cost per lane mile

City's Managed Lane Alternative projected cost

Year Real cost
2006 $2,572
Length 16 miles
$161  Cost per mile
Lanes 2

$80 Cost per lane mile

Honolulutraffic.com Managed Lane Alternative projected cost

Year Real cost
2006 $900
Length 12 miles
$75 Cost per mile
Lanes 2

$38 Cost per lane mile

Adjusted cost per lane-mile
Facility | $millions
Tampa Expressway $19.2
H-3 Freeway $42.0
Our MLA estimate $38.0
City's MLA $80.0

All construction cost inflation is corrected using the PRICE TRENDS FOR
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION available at:
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Appendix B

TRANSIT ADVISORY TASK FORCE
c/o Honolulu City Council
530 S. King Street, Room 202
Honolulu, HI 96819
Phone: (808)523-4139

Appendix 3

Suggestions for further development of the Managed Lane Alternative.

The Alternatives Analysis’ description of the characteristics of the Managed Lane
Alternative should provide more complete information as to mass transit
operations utilizing this facility. The Alternatives Analysis States that new
express and other bus transit routes would be developed for operation on the
Managed Lane facility. (p. 2-4) A fuller development and presentation of the
transit services that would accompany the Managed Lane Alternative would be
helpful (e.g., routes, new/existing stations). There is no description in the
Alternatives Analysis of any proposed supportive operational practices off of the
Managed Lane facility that would complement the facility’s use as a transit
guideway, e.g., transit stations connected to park-and-ride facilities, reserved
lanes for transit vehicles on existing streets, traffic signal priority for transit
vehicles.

In its discussion of travel time benefits of the Managed Lane options, the
Alternatives Analysis projects that traffic congestion at both the H-1 Freeway
access to the Managed Lane facility and at the Nimitz Highway exit at Pacific
Street will negate travel time benefits gained from travel on the Managed Lane
facility itself. The Analysis should explore how traffic congestion at these points
could be alleviated (at least for mass transit vehicles) in order to enhance the
overall performance of this Alternative as a transit guideway.

The description of the Managed Lane Alternative in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives
Analysis states “The H-1 zipper lane would be maintained in the Two-direction
Option but discontinued in the Reversible Option.” (p. 2-4). However, no
explanation is provided as to why the zipper lane would not be continued in the
Reversible Option. The Managed Lane Reversible Option’s addition of two Koko
Head-bound elevated lanes for the morning commute appears to result in a net
increase of only one lane if the inbound zipper lane were removed.

The foldout photographic plans presenting the Managed Lane Alternative
(Alternatives Analysis, Figures 2 -1 and 2 -2) do not clearly depict the ramp lanes
necessary to access the Managed Lane facility from Interstate Highways H-1 and
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H-2 in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible Option, or the ramp
lanes necessary to exit from the facility to these Interstate Highways.

These plans show an approximately one-mile long “facility” in the vicinity of
Kaonohi Street (Figure 2 - 1), and another in the vicinity of Radford Drive (Figure
2 2), however no description of these facilities is provided. In discussions with
DTS Administration staff, these facilities have been identified as transit stations
with attendant deceleration and acceleration lanes. Assuming this to be the case, it
would be helpful to see the proposed location(s) of park-and-ride facilities
planned near these stations, comparable to the information presented in Table 3 -
5, with respect to the Fixed Guideway Alternative. It is not apparent whether the
stations would operate in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible
Option. What are the cost implications of adding access/exit ramps for transit
vehicles instead of building elevated transit stations?

Figure 2 -2 shows a small section of the Managed Lane facility approximately
2000 feet Koko Head of the end of the facility at Nimitz Highway/Pacific Street.
This component of the Managed Lane facility is not explained. Is it an elevated
structure or at-grade? Which Managed Lane users would be allowed to access it?

Figure 2 -1 shows two ramps in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium. It is not clear
whether these ramps would be available in both the Two-direction Option and the
Reversible Option, or whether these ramps would be available to other than transit
vehicles (e.g., to vans, three-person and two-person automobiles, and/or single-
occupant automobiles paying tolls).

See also Financing Committee’s report discussing changes in permitted access to the

Managed Lane facility that might make the facility eligible for New Starts and/or
GET %2% surcharge funds.
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use of a ‘white' concrete appearance. Is that a correct material they will use? Even if so,
the shadows will be significantly more prominent.

Their choice of view locations/angles is carefully done, of course.

The width of the guideway and its vertical thickness are smaller than what the actual
plans call for. Many of the support columns are quite obviously slimmer than they should
be.

They are showing support columns on thin grassy strips of median with virtually no
‘buffer’ between the median curb and the pillar itself That is not legal.

One of the Dillingham shots (DEIS, fig 4-27) shows a pillar resting directly in the right
turn lane. I'm thinking that may be a no-no.

These also do not properly indicate the foliage that will be removed.

The Dillingham shot similar to our rendering talks about trees 'softening’ the visual
impact, but they don't mention the trees that will be removed on the Mauka side of the
street. The angle they use disguises it. The Fort Street Mall shot is a joke. They
positioned the shot to put as many trees as possible in the view line.

The photos and renderings on the following pages illustrate our concern with the impacts of
clevated rail along the waterfront and through the center of Honolulu:
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adding a branch lin¢ in the vicinity of the junction of Queen and Waimanu Streets. This would
likely near double the width of the rail bed. The drawings also show that these two rail lines cross
over one another at Piikoi and Kona Streets with one line continuing at the 35 feet level and the
ong above at 65 feet. This may be an even greater eyesore than was in the original plan.

How are the two Ala Moana stations going to work? And how are the promised three minute
headways to be maintained with these future extensions.

Further, if Ala Moana Center and the Convention Center are transfer points to Waikiki and UH
Manoa, how will that work environmentally? If UH Manoa and Waikiki are also to have service
every three minutes, how is that going to work with three separate lines — Ala Moana only line,
UH Manoa line and Waikiki line — in operation?

Is the lower Ala Moana Station to be torn down and replaced by the originally contemplated
higher one? Or is it that the structures at Ala Moana Center present insurmountable engineering
difficulties and that the City has no plan to ever build beyond Ala Moana Center?

Or is it that the “planned extensions™ could not possibly pass the FTA’s cost-effectiveness test? It
is obvious that the “planned extensions,” which would require a separate EIS,” would not come
close to meeting the cost-effectiveness requirements.

In another significant omission, the Draft EIS does not give total transit boarding or trip data for
the various rail alternatives, only Fixed Guideway Boardings.'’ However, according to the
Alternatives Analysis the greatest transit ridership generated of all the rail alternatives is 294,100
versus 281,900 for the 20.7 mile MOS. That is a mere 4.5 percent increase in ridership requiring a
25 percent increase in capital costs, again according to the Alternatives Analysis.

Frankly, failing a coherent plan that addresses these issues, we are presently inclined to believe
that Ala Moana Center is the final terminus and there may well be no real intent to build the
“planned extensions.”

Had the City Council and the public been aware of this segmentation at the time of the
Alternatives Analysis and Scoping, the public responses may well have been very different. For
example, the Managed Lane Alternative would have been considered more useful if there was to
be no direct rail connection to UH Manoa.

In addition, the Minimum Operable Segment will have almost no impact on residential property
in the dense urban areas whereas the planned extensions to UH Manoa and Waikiki will have
significant adverse impacts on high rise condominiums, hotels, and family dwellings.

For all these reasons the Locally Preferred Alterative should be examined in the EIS in its
entirety as was intended by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council and as
required by law.

®  Draft EIS, 2-41.
" Draft EIS, Table 3-28.

AR00140762


















Honolulutraffic.com Draft EIS Comments — Part V Page 5

4. Risk assessment understated

The risks that Honolulu taxpayers are taking that are possible, and more likely probable, from
inaccurate forecasting are poorly and insufficiently addressed.

The federal government has published two formal studies comparing predicted with actual
impacts of New Starts projects. In another omission these are not so much as mentioned or
referenced in the Draft EIS.

The financial risk assessment is superficial in that it describes events that could affect the
financial performance of the Project, but does not address the consequences. For example, the
Draft EIS discusses factors that could affect Project capital costs and funding, and Project
operating costs and revenues, but it does not elaborate (or even mention) the consequences of any
shortfall in capital of operating cash flow.

A significant capital shortfall could result in stoppage of the Project at an intermediate stage,

and/or delay in completion of any or all of the extensions or be made up by incurring further debt.

A significant shortfall in cash flow could result in deferral of other City projects or programs, or
would have to be made up by City subsidies, which are primarily funding by property taxes.

At a minimum, the risk assessment should include such items as:

e How any additional borrowing will be paid for.

e A sensitivity analysis of Project negative cash flows (capital or operations) on property
taxes.

e A detailed analysis of projects that would have to be delayed (including this one) based
on insufficient capital.

o Identification of environmental projects that would be affected (sewage plant upgrades,
collection system upgrades, sewer maintenance).

e Identification of quality-of-life issues (road maintenance and repairs, park maintenance
and other city services).

The EIS needs to explain “in plain language™ the financial risks taxpayers will be taking with the
City’s rail transit proposal.

This is particularly important for Honolulu since, on a per capita basis, the $4.5 billion in 2008
dollars (or $5.4 billion in year of expenditure dollars) projected cost would make it by far the
most expensive rail lines on a per capita
basis ever built in the U.S, even allowing
Costin  Metroarea  Cost | forinflation and without cost overruns.

Rail transit costs per capita of population ™

- gggg.z p%ﬁl;l::gn cspe):i:a To make a sensible assessment o.f the
financial risks of the project, policy
Dallas $1,067 5,222 $204 | makers need to review the experiences of
Denver $358 2,582 $139 | other metro areas that have built rail lines
Portland $1,643 2,265 $725 | with actual versus projected capital and
Sacramento $307 1,797 $171 | operating costs and ridership. The use of
Salt Lake City $376 1,334 $282 | comparable projects is widespread in
St. Louis $464 2,604 $178 | business planning and certainly in real
Pittsburgh $1,051 2,571 $409 | estate. It should be an FTA requirement
Honolulu $4,200 920 $4,565 | that transit agencies include comparable
data in their EISs.

19 The data in the table is not completely reliable but does approximate the relative per capita costs.
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EXCERPT: “[Houston] Metro says ridership on its light rail system has doubled in 20
months.”

OUR RESPONSE - The American Public Transportation Association shows ridership on
Houston’s light rail was up 6.29 percent 2007 over 2006 and up just 3.08 percent for the 1*
Quarter 2008 over the same quarter in 2007. Some doubling.

"The Dallas DART is up 9%. In Los Angeles - a city that loves its cars - rail ridership is up over
15%. In Seattle it's up 28%, in Charlotte 34%, and in Sacramento, rail ridership is up 43% in just
a year. Across the country rail ridership is up 11.2%." City advertisement, "Paid for by City
Taxpayers," in the Honolulu Advertiser, October 13, 2008. p. 49.

Since our local newspapers will print the City's official line verbatim without any research
whatsoever, these untruths are repeated, for example, in the Advertiser main editorial of May 15,
2008.

Stop Rail Now’s so-called “Lies and Misrepresentations”

This refers to the discussion on page 38 when the City accused Stop Rail Now and
Honolulutraffic.com on statewide television of disseminating “lies and misrepresentations.”
When they finally presented the list to the City Council they called it “Inaccuracies.”

The City’s listing of our sister operation Stop Rail Now’s supposed “lies and
misrepresentations” are in larger type bold-faced and flush left. The City’s response to our
comments is shown underneath each of them. Our responses are shown underneath each of
the items but are in small type and indented. We have listed here only those “lies and
misrepresentations” attributed to Stop Rail Now.

This exchange took place before the Draft EIS had issued and so our comments related to
that time and the Alternatives Analysis.

The following retains the City’s original format:
Inaccuracies
Stop Rail Now Ad
Sunday, September 14, 2008 « Honolulu Advertiser- Page A25

1. "The recent GET Tax increase and federal funds will be insufficient
to fund rail."

Through the financial plan in the Alternatives Analysis, adequate funding sources
have been identified for the approved Kapolei to Honolulu route. The financial
plan also includes almost $1 billion in contingencies. The financial plan was
thoroughly reviewed by transportation experts with the Federal Transportation
Administration (FTA) prior to its release.

There are five reasons for believing the funds will be insufficient:

First, the projected revenues from the GE tax hike will most probably fall short over the
15-year life of the tax given the current state of our economy. They will certainly be no
more than that shown as the lower of the three growth scenarios, the “Trend Forecast,” in
the AA, table 5-4 & 5-7.
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million hours of user benefits per year. Page 6-6 of the Alternatives Analysis
states, "The Fixed Guideway alternative is approximately four times as effective
at providing transit user benefits per annualized incremental dollar cost as the
Managed Lane alternative."

Our statement refers to the detailed findings of the UHCS Study, which the city has made
no attempt to refute. All they have done is personally attack Dr. Prevedouros who led the
study. Failing any significant analysis of the UHCS Study by the City we will continue to
quote it.

GETTING IT RIGHT
Misinformation about rail

Below are inaccurate statements about rail transit and HOT lanes taken from
their source websites. The statements are grouped by category: traffic
congestion, financial plan-costs, Managed Lanes-HOT lanes, ridership, travel
times, Environmental Impact Statement, population, train speed, route,
environment, downtown and Phileas buses.

TRAFFIC CONGESTION

"You may be even more outraged to find that it has never been our elected
officials intention to improve traffic congestion." (stoprailnow.com)

One of the goals from the beginning has been to reduce traffic congestion and
improve corridor mobility, which includes reducing travel times and
improving travel time reliability.

Nowhere in the AA is there any sign of intent to reduce traffic congestion below current
levels, only to “increase urban mobility” by which they mean by public transportation.

These excerpts from a letter sent by DTS Director Melvin Kaku to ClLiff Slater on June
20, 2006, show that the City did not have congestion reduction as a main requirement:

“Projects with the purpose of providing roadway mobility for automobiles and
commercial vehicles are outside of the authorization of Act 247; therefore, they will not
be considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project ...

“While the transit system will reduce the number of drivers on congested roadways
within the corridor, the corridor is expected to continue experiencing growth in travel
demand. The transportation corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at
Manoa will continue to experience substantial traffic congestion; however, congestion in
the corridor is expected to decrease somewhat after the system opens, and grow at a
reduced rate after that time because of automobile trips diverted to transit.”

All the City hopes to do is to use rail to reduce congestion to levels below what they
would be if we did nothing. The AA table 3-12 shows that present peak hour levels on the
regular H-1 freeway lanes are 10,960 vehicles. If we build rail the city forecasts 17,414.
That will mean a considerable increase in traffic congestion relative to today’s levels. If
we do nothing (No-Build Alternative), the demand will only increase to 18,049,

FINANCIAL PLAN-COSTS
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"Even if Honolulu receives $900 million in federal aid, all of it will be
spent in foreign countries or on the mainland. No federal funds will
ever reach Oahu."” (stoprailnow.com)

This statement is absurd. The largest cost elements of the project are the
construction of the guideway, stations and maintenance facility and associated
costs for utility relocations and street repaving. All of this work, of course, will be
done on-site in Honolulu, as will most of the professional service activities.

Stop Rail Now finds no record of us saying this. However, it may well be
true it is just that we have not researched this issue.

The City cannot afford rail because it will cost $150 million a year to
operate and maintain.” (stoprailnow.com)

The estimated annual operating and maintenance costs for a fixed guideway are
approximately $60 million. The cost of operating and maintaining a bus and rail
system will be less than the cost of carrying the same number of riders on a bus
only system.

We can find no record of us having said this. However, it may well be true;
we have yet to research it.

MANAGED LANES-HOT LANES

"Engineers for the Tampa elevated toll lanes say an elevated toll road can
be built in Honolulu for less than $1 billion." (stoprailnow.com)

According to an e-mail from Linda Figg, whose firm designed the Tampa project,
"We (Figg Engineering) have not done any "detailed engineering studies" of what
estimates of probable construction costs would be for the elevated structure."

"We simply took those actual cost figures (from Tampa) and escalated the costs
to today's time and included the escalations that might be anticipated for
construction in Hawaii. The values that Cliff Slater is referencing look like the ball
park figures that we determined from that back of the napkin review."

What they precisely said was that they could not believe that it would cost as
much as one billion dollars. Figg Bridge does other work in Hawaii and is
familiar with geotechnical and labor conditions. They are also familiar with
the proposed route of the HOT lanes proposal. Given that they are not going
to perform “detailed engineering studies” for the city for free, their comments
are valid and we think reasonable.

"In the 2006 AA, 10-mile Hot Lane performed only a little worse than 20
miles of rail line." (stoprailnow.com)

The fixed guideway is projected to reduce traffic congestion by about 11 percent
in the study corridor. The Managed Lane-HOT lane option reduces future traffic
congestion by about 4 percent. The fixed guideway is a more cost-effective
solution per user benefit than Managed Lanes-HOT lanes (AA, table 6-1).

We can find no record of this poorly written sentence coming from us.
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HOT lanes pay for themselves with toll revenues and federal funds."
(various)

Toll revenues would fund only about 20 to 25 percent of the cost of HOT lanes.
No other funding sources have been identified.

We see no reason why toll revenues cannot provide half of the $900 million
capital costs and FHWA the other half. Even if FHW A did not fund it, the local
taxpayer load $450 million is so incomparably small relative to rail transit that the
city could have the state legislature amend Act 247 to allow its use for HOT lanes
and still be able to terminate the tax in about four years.

POPULATION

"The rail project is totally out of line for the size of our community."
(stoprailnow)

Honolulu is fifth densest among cities with populations of 500,000 or more. We
are the only one without a rail system.

More spin. No one compares “cities” but rather metro areas — contiguous urban
areas with logical linkage for sharing urban transportation. Rather than San
Francisco the federal government reviews the whole Bay Area. The USDOT’s
listing of metro areas has Honolulu as the 56 largest and most of the 55 that are
larger than us have no rail.

In addition, rail transit’s cost per capita for Honolulu is at least seven times the
next highest cost per capita among all metro areas and ten times the average.

TRAIN SPEED
"Train is not rapid.” (stoprailnow.com)
Rail will achieve a top speed of 55 mph or greater between many stations.

More spin. We, of course, only deal with average speeds from origin to
destination. The city claims they will average 30 mph but that will be a reach and
be, more likely, 25-28 mph. In any case, 30 mph is not rapid in comparison to
uncongested highway speeds of 60 mph such as the HOT lanes would provide.

ROUTE

"Virtually everyone will have to use buses to get to rail stations.
(stoprailnow.com)”

Rail stations will [be] accessible by automobile, bus, bicycle paths and walkways.
In the transit corridor, 23 percent of the population and 38 percent of the
employment will be within a 10-minute walk of a rail station.

We do not find it credible that 23 percent of the corridor population will be within
a ten minute walk from a station. We will ignore for a moment that a quarter mile
is considered by the feds to be the maximum that people will walk to station or
bus.
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